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Application Papers 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 26 and 34 have been considered 
but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. The applicant argued in 
substance the newly added limitations of independent claims 26 and 34. However, the 
new grounds teach these and the added features. See rejections below. 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 26 October 2006 regarding claim 34 have been fully 
considered but they are not persuasive. The applicant argued that Davies provides no 
teaching of a system having a fourth processor that determines an association between 
a first program executable by a first processor and a second program executable by a 
second processor. However, as disclosed in cols. 9 and 10 of Davies, "It is also possible 
for a watched party to be an aggregate or group of watched parties." Since watched 
parties serve the function of a first and second program (see below rejections for further 
clarification), this means that the presence management system 10 determines and 
stores association information of the multiple watched parties to allow them to function 
as a group. 

3. The examiner points out that the pending claims must be "given the broadest 
reasonable interpretation consistent with the specification" [In re Prater, 162 USPQ 541 
(CCPA 1969)] and "consistent with the interpretation that those skilled in the art would 
reach" [In re Cortright, 49 USPQ2d 1464 (Fed. Cir. 1999)]. In conclusion, upon taking 
the broadest reasonable interpretation of the claims, the cited references teach all of the 
claimed limitations. And the rejections are reaffirmed. See below. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

4. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

5. Claim 34 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Davies et al. 
(6,853,634). 

6. As per claim 34, Davies et al. teaches a program management apparatus 
comprising: a network to be coupled to a first processor able to execute a first program, 
said network being coupled to a second processor able to execute a second program 
and to a third processor (col. 6, lines 10-24: wherein a plurality of watched parties serve 
the function of first and second processors); a fourth processor to be coupled to said 
network; and a memory to be coupled to said fourth processor (col. 19, lines 7-44: 
wherein a presence management system serves the function of a fourth processor), 
wherein said fourth processor: determines an association between said first program 
and said second program, stores, to said memory, an association information indicating 
the association between said first program and said second program (col. 6, lines 45- 
58), receives an inquiry of a location where one of said first or second programs is 
executed from said third processor via said network (col. 6, line 59-col. 7, line 2: 
wherein a watching party serves the function of a third processor), determines which 
location of execution of said first program or said associated second program is to be 
sent (col. 7, lines 26-32), and sends, back to said third processor, via said network, said 
determined location of execution of said first or second program (col. 7, lines 33-54). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

8. Claims 26 and 27 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Davies et al. and Templin et al. (5,781,550). 

9. As per claim 26, Davies et al. teaches a computer system comprising: a first 
computer storing one or more first programs (col. 6, lines 10-24); a second computer 
coupled to said first computer via a network and storing a second program; and a third 
computer coupled to said first computer via the network (col. 6, lines 10-24); wherein 
said first computer: stores association information related to an association between 
said one or more first programs and said second program (col. 6, lines 25-44), receives, 
from said third computer, a first request for executing said one or more first programs 
(col. 7, lines 3-12), determines whether or not said one or more first programs 
correspond to said second program on the basis of said association (col. 7, lines 33-45), 
sends a second request to said second program when said one or more first programs 
correspond to said second program, receives results of said second request from said 
second program, and sends the results to said third computer in response to said first 
request; and wherein said second computer receives said second request, executes 
said second program and sends execution results as said results of said second 
request to said first computer (col. 8, lines 31-56). But fails to teach said second 
computer and said second program not being disclosed to said third computer. 
However, Templin et al. teaches said second computer and said second program not 
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being disclosed to said third computer (see Templin et al., col. 3, lines 21-40). It would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify Davies et al. to said second computer and said second program not being 
disclosed to said third computer in order to enable a trusted computer to communicate 
with an untrusted computer securely (see Templin, abstract). 

10. As per claim 27, Davies et al. and Templin et al. teach a computer system, 
further comprising: a fourth computer coupled to said first computer, said second 
computer, and said third computer via the network, wherein: said fourth computer 
collects a plurality of location information related to locations where said one or more 
first programs or said second program are stored, stores said plurality of location 
information with both said one or more first programs and said second program, and 
generates said association information (col. 15, line 62-col. 16, line 13). 

11. Claims 28 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Davies et al. and Templin et al. as applied to claims 26 and 27 above, and further 
in view of Abdelaziz et al. (2003/0041 141). 

12. As per claim 28, Davies et al. and Templin et al. teach the mentioned limitations 
of claims 26 and 27 above, but fail to teach a computer system, wherein said 
association information is a hierarchy information indicating whether said one or more 
first programs are of a higher level than said second program associated with said one 
or more first programs. However, Abdelaziz et al. teaches a computer system, wherein 
said association information is a hierarchy information indicating whether said one or 
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more first programs are of a higher level than said second program associated with said 
one or more first programs (see Abdelaziz et al., 254-257). It would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify 
Davies et al. and Templin et al. to a computer system, wherein said association 
information is a hierarchy information indicating whether said one or more first programs 
are of a higher level than said second program associated with said one or more first 
programs in order to provide information about the programming interface and 
functionality of the software modules independently of protocols and behaviors that may 
be used to implement the software modules (see Abdelaziz et al., U 253). 
13. As per claim 29, Davies et al. and Templin et al. teach the mentioned limitations 
of claims 26, 27, and 28 above, but fail to teach a computer system, wherein said fourth 
computer determines which program of said first or second programs is of a higher level 
than its associated program on the basis of said hierarchy information, and sends, to 
said third computer, a location of the program which is a higher level than its associated 
program. However, Abdelaziz et al. teaches a computer system, wherein said fourth 
computer determines which program of said first or second programs is of a higher level 
than its associated program on the basis of said hierarchy information, and sends, to 
said third computer, a location of the program which is a higher level than its associated 
program (see Abdelaziz et al., U 1 16). It Would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Davies et al. and Templine 
et al. to a computer system, wherein said fourth computer determines which program of 
said first or second programs is of a higher level than its associated program on the 
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basis of said hierarchy information, and sends, to said third computer, a location of the 
program which is a higher level than its associated program in order to provide 
information about the programming interface and functionality of the software modules 
independently of protocols and behaviors that may be used to implement the software 
modules (see Abdelaziz et al., 1) 253). 

14, Claim 30 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Davies 
et al., Templin et al., and Abdelaziz et al. Davies et al., Templin et al., and Abdelaziz et 
al. teach a computer system, wherein said one or more first programs and said 
associated second program are executed as programs related to a common function 
(see Davies et al., col. 6, lines 25-44). 

1 5. Claims 31 -33 and 35-37 have similar limitations as to claims 26-30 and 34, 
therefore, they are being rejected under the same rationale. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
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shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ranodhi Serrao whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
7967. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00-4:30pm, M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Rupal Dharia can be reached on (571) 272-3880. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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